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Abstract 
This study looked at the evaluation of the skill-based language teaching approach in EFL. The design of this case study used 
mixed a method approach for exploratory purposes. The evaluation was designed to have focus group interview and a 
questionnaire to provide internal institutional benchmarking and to evaluate each language skill individually and ranking on the
order of performance, importance and the difficulty of skills with regard to presentation, course content and materials. The study 
revealed some positive aspects of the overall programme and concluded that a skill -based programme helps students to develop 
strategies in each language skill. 
Keywords: Programme evaluation; skill-based teaching approach in EFL.
1. Introduction 
Recently the definition of evaluation has changed its perspective from being negative and critical and has become 
a main source of organizational learning, lessons learned, collaboration and utilization (Preskill 1994; Sullivan and 
Sullivan 1998; Torres and Preskill 2001; Patton 2001; Morabito 2002). Luo et al (2004) define the value of 
evaluation as ‘the judgment of worth, merits and shortcomings of various educational programmes’. They indicate 
that evaluation serves as an important instrument in the improvement process of educational quality. According to 
Worthen et al, (1997) evaluation is to: 1) determine standards for judging quality and decide whether those standards 
should be relative or absolute 2) collect relevant information and 3) apply the standards to determine value, quality, 
utility, effectiveness, or significance. Many academics believe and would define evaluation as something negative 
and as a process that could be very uncomfortable and disruptive and evaluation findings might be very detrimental 
(Donaldson, 2001). However, it can be argued and strongly supported that the increase in participation and 
cooperation in evaluation enhances organizational learning. This relates to quality enhancement and continuous 
improvement both in academic and administrative issues of any institution. 
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The usefulness of evaluation is well documented by Sridharan (2003) in the annual meeting of the Eastern 
Evaluation Research Society organized in 2003. The topic of the panel was ‘what is a useful evaluation?’ Sridharan 
has referred to George Grob’s paper and maintained that ‘use’ is not merely a quality inherent in the evaluation 
study; rather evaluation studies become useful through the involved action of the evaluator and other consumers of 
the evaluation. An evaluation should not only be concerned about the worth or merit of the programme but seeking 
to assist improvement (Robson 1993, Worthen et al, (1997). Henry and Mark (2003) have also stated that use has 
been the motivating concept and a focus of theory, research and debate. The action or learning can take place as a 
result of evaluation findings, or as a result of participation in evaluation procedures (process use). Preskill et al
(2003) have highlighted the importance of process use and its contribution to collaborative and participatory 
approaches during the evaluation process. Preskill further quoted Patton on the impacts of process use as: 
Individual changes in thinking and behaviour, and programme or organizational changes in procedures and 
culture, that occur among those involved in evaluation as a result of the learning that occurs during the evaluation 
process. Evidence of process use is represented by the following kind of statement after an evaluation: The impact 
on our programme came not just from the findings but from going through the thinking process that the evaluation   
required. (1997:90) 
Similarly, Garvin (1993) suggests that effective learning organizations should be skilled at five main activities: 
these are ‘systematic problem solving, experimentation with new approaches, learning from their own experience 
and past history, learning from experiences and best practices of others, and transferring knowledge quickly and 
efficiently throughout the organization’ (Garvin (1993:81; cited in Preskill, 1994). 
In fact, Worthen et al, (1997) and Neuman (2003) have argued that both formative and summative evaluation 
might be essential during the programme operation (developmental stage) as well as in judging final programme. 
Weston (2004) also argues that formative evaluation examines the technical, curricular practical factors that inhibit 
the implementation and compatibility of an application. In order to achieve this evaluation study attained from two 
perspectives by following the participant-oriented approach of Worthen et al, (1997) and the realistic evaluation of 
Pawson and Tilley, (1999). The questionnaire was designed to provide judgments and ranking on the order of 
performance, importance and the difficulty of skills with regard to presentation, course content and materials. In 
other words, the criteria underlying the questionnaire are the quality of students’ learning and their satisfaction with 
the courses (Ramsden, 1991). 
1.1. 1.1. The purpose of the study  
This evaluation study was designed to evaluate the skill-based approach in the English Preparatory School. The 
evaluation comprises different outcomes, measures and aspects: Learning resources; curriculum development and 
organization, teaching delivery, content materials and assessment. The evaluation study involved key staff such as 
skill coordinators whose perspectives are essential for the collaboration process (Atkinson et al, 2005). The decision 
to use a participant-oriented approach enhanced the involvement of the skill coordinators who provided first-hand 
experience with programme activities and settings (Worthen et al, 1997). Furthermore, following a participant-
oriented approach enables the skill coordinators to strengthen their ability to critically evaluate programme effects 
(Sullivan et al, 1998) and learning during the evaluation process. Moreover, the participants understood each other 
more fully through dialogue and reflection and questioning assumptions, further to achieve an understanding of the 
organization, themselves, each other and the evaluation practice which was achieved by process use (Preskill et al,
2003).There is no doubt that students’ perspective in evaluation and ranking their needs in their faculty studies can 
be extremely valuable for internal institutional benchmarking it is valuable to have the students’ voice.  To achieve 
this, the second part of the evaluation involved a survey which was based on students’ objective perspectives and 
views. 
2. Methodology  
The framework of this evaluation study was a case study for exploratory use. The skill-based approach and the 
quality of the programme were evaluated using the mixed method approach for process use. The evaluation was 
based on a mixed method approach by using focus group interviews and questionnaires. Lindlof and Taylor (2002) 
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referred to Mason (1994) indicate that surveys and interviews can be used in a two-stage design where a survey 
provides public normative opinions while a qualitative study yields data about actual practices and processes.
The first part of this evaluation followed a participant-oriented approach which concentrated on the experience 
and knowledge of the skill coordinators. When programme staff are more knowledgeable it is better to conduct an 
internal evaluation.  Moreover, the participants would re conceptualize evaluation as a dynamic process that requires 
their active participation (Sullivan and Sullivan 1998). Luo et al, (2004) argue that qualitative evaluations aim to 
determine whether the objectives included in the programme have been achieved and the value of programme 
activities in reaching those objectives. In the first part of the evaluation interview was conducted with the skill 
coordinators. This part of the evaluation can be considered as illuminative focuses on qualitative methods and based 
on inductive analysis and naturalistic inquiry (Robson: 1993). Similarly, Guba and Lincoln (1989) expressed 
naturalistic evaluation as being based upon a constructivist paradigm, which supports the idea that individuals 
construct multiple realities based upon personal perceptions as opposed to a single reality (cited in Christie et al
(2005). Preskill et al (1993) also indicate that process use is  based on social constructivist learning theory that 
enable participants to construct knowledge and develop a shared reality through collaboration and sharing 
experience with other participants within that context.  
For the second phase, the major purpose of the evaluation was to evaluate the quality of the skill-based teaching 
in the English Preparatory School. This part aimed at assessing the outcomes of overall teaching, course contents, 
materials and teaching delivery and to evaluate whether a skill-based teaching approach has been effective and 
useful in the faculty study. This was evaluated with respect to the faculty students’ view and for this part of the 
evaluation, a realistic approach was applied. Application of the realistic approach relies on the discussion by Pawson 
and Tilley (1999). They describe realistic evaluation as being context-sensitive which can be framed as giving 
importance to the three W’s what works for whom in what circumstances. They further elucidate: 
The practitioner will both have a good deal of scope for discretion in shaping how the policy maker’s programme 
is delivered and develops views as to its potential. In exercising discretion, the original policy maker’s intentions 
may be contradicted. They will almost always be modified. The practitioner will also have more closely textured 
ideas about how the programme works amongst varying target subgroups (Pawson and Tilley, 1999:209). 
In the context of this evaluation, the beneficiaries or the target subgroups are the students. Therefore, to deal with 
their perception of the skill based approach a questionnaire was administered. The first year students provided real 
insight from their experiences and the evaluation of their studies in the English Preparatory School. This is what 
Pawson and Tilley (1999) highlight ‘how the interventions are being received and produced effects amongst the 
intended beneficiaries’ (Pawson and Tilley, 1999:212). In particular, the questionnaire was intended to be used as 
part of the EPS quality assurance, specifically to improve the curriculum, content and the materials of each language 
skill and sub-skills. Leckey et al (2001) have argued that students’ evaluation can provide a measure of teaching 
effectiveness for use in administrative decision making.  It was also important to have the students’ voice in the 
evaluation process for teaching, assessing their needs in teaching and learning. In this evaluation practice the main 
aim was to obtain students’ views and feedback in delivering quality in teaching and whether it satisfies the students 
overall needs (Ellis et al, 1993; cited in Leckey et al, 2001). 
2.1. Inquiry methods and data collection  
Lou et al (2003) have argued that a mixed-method approach is necessary in educational settings as the 
educational problems are complex and intractable and require multiple ways of understanding. Their further 
discussion sums up the ideas that mixed-method design enhances effectiveness and greater validity. The data will be 
primarily collected from the skill coordinators and the first year students. The first part of this study was to evaluate 
the quality of the curriculum, course content and the materials and mainly dealt with through qualitative methods 
through focus group interview with the skill coordinators. The second part of the evaluation was on the perceptions 
of the students on the skill-based language teaching and relies more on the quantitative methods. The aim of this part 
of the evaluation study was achieved by using a questionnaire (Appendix A). Measurement of the efficacy/quality 
of the EPS programme and to what extent skill-based teaching approach has been useful in their faculty studies was 
evaluated.
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2.2. Participant 
For the second evaluation question, the questionnaires were administered to first year faculty students. Within all 
the faculties the top two fields are computer engineering and architecture. Therefore, although it is a small scale 
study, in order to have representative sampling, I decided to choose a first year group from the Faculty of 
Architecture and Engineering. Cluster sampling was used and one group of students from the computer engineering 
department was the target group of the survey. The target group was from the department of Computer Engineering 
out of 23 students, 3 students did not volunteer to fill in the questionnaire. Twenty students completed the 
questionnaire. Five skill-coordinators of the English Preparatory School participated in the focus group interview. 
2.3. Procedures of survey and focus group interview  
The qualitative use of the interview was adopted, developing an in-depth analysis of a case (Creswell 1998, Bell, 
2005). Adelman et al (1976) suggest that a case study can be advantageous in providing insights and feedback 
within an institution, formative evaluation and educational policy-making; they further indicate that case studies 
contribute towards the ‘democratisation’ of decision-making (cited in Nunan, 1992). The aim of the focus group 
interview with the skill coordinators was to enhance the discussion, sharing experience, cooperation and 
collaboration which were beneficial in the decision making. The focus group interview created the opportunity for 
the skill coordinators to voice their concerns and learn more about the concerns of the other skill coordinators. The 
focus group interviews provided richer and more in-depth information because they allow interaction between the 
evaluator and the participants, as well as among the participants themselves. Lindlof et al (2002) refer to this as a 
‘chaining’ and cascading’ effect.  
The questionnaire was designed to investigate the first year students’ perception on their academic needs and to 
what extent the EPS programme has been effective in meeting their needs. The survey was based on the skill-based 
language teaching approach in the English Preparatory School. 
3. Data Analysis and evaluation findings 
In this section, the evaluation findings are discussed. The results and the discussion are divided into two sections. 
The first section provided an overview of the interview findings by using a participant oriented approach, while the 
second segment looked at the findings of the survey using a realistic approach. For the interview analysis, I use 
categories and a coding scheme (Lindlof and Taylor, 2002; Neuman, 2003). For coding the raw data recorded from 
the interview I used five categories: general programme of the EPS, curriculum, syllabus, course content and 
materials and for the coding scheme I used codes as satisfactory or unsatisfactory. In order to investigate the 
perception of the students on the skill-based teaching approach five Likert-Scale was used and the analyses were 
completed by using Excel. 
3.1. Focus group interviews 
Reflections on the discussion with the participants, who are active decision makers, produced the following 
findings. Given the exploratory nature of the evaluation study, the focus group interview revealed some positive 
aspects of the overall programme. To some extent, following a skill-based approach helped to achieve success in 
each language skill.  The proposed programme helps the students to develop strategies in each academic skill.  
Although the general views of the coordinators are positive about the application of the skill-based approach in the 
EPS, with regard to the quality of the EPS programme, the focus group interview acknowledged critical realities 
about the skill-based teaching approach and EPS programme. The following issues are the particular concerns that 
need to be dealt with at a decision making level: 
x The design of the syllabus was limited due to: time limit (20 hours/week) and the low level of the students. Thus, 
the syllabus and the curriculum were too compressed.   
x The availability of the resources and facilities (visual, audio-visual) are insufficient and not always  
contemporary. 
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x The curriculum and the syllabus design of the programme should place more emphasis on study skills and ESP. 
Although the programme proposed skill-based teaching, some aspects were still ignored such as the integration 
and complementary aspect of the skills.    
x The quality of the course content and the materials are only evaluated by the skill teachers on the other hand the 
students’ views and feedback on the quality of the materials was a rarity. Their perspectives and experiences 
should be integrated into programme evaluation at the institutional level. 
x Environmental concerns such as: class size, C.A.L Lab, self access to computers and library resources are poor. 
All the concerns above reflect the direct relationship with the financial constraints that a developing university is 
facing (see Gibbs et al, 2000). It is interesting to note that during the focus group discussion, comments were made 
which highlighted the importance of regular whole departmental meetings. As a critical commentary it seemed that 
the skill teams were progressing individually and there was not strong and dynamic unity and communication 
between each skill and the various skill teams. This is an important issue to be re-evaluated and reconsidered to 
implement the running of the EPS programme more effectively and efficiently. 
3.2. Findings of the questionnaire 
As it can be seen from the charts below, the evaluations of the students presented the importance of skill-based 
teaching in EPS. As presented in the chart below, students’ valuation and perception on skill-based teaching 
indicated positive evaluation of the skill-based teaching approach in the EPS as 55% strongly agree 30% are neutral 
and 15% agree. 
Figure 1. Overall view of the skill based teaching in EPS. 
The below table reflected the further evaluation and indicated the performance of academic skills. From this, 
assessing the performance of each academic skill, it was indicated that the quality of the presentation, the materials 
and the content of each skill was at satisfactory level. Listening was the only skill indicated as poor in performance. 
This might be an indication that Turkish students are hesitant and do not feel safe with productive skills. 
Table1. The evaluation of each academic skill performance: Presentation and the quality of the materials and usefulness.
   Excellent   Very good    Good   Satisfactory      Poor 
Reading         5 %      50 %     15 %      30 %       - 
Writing        -      42 %     42 %      16 %       - 
Speaking       15 %      35 %     25 %      25 %       - 
Listening       10 %      40 %     30 %      10 %      10 % 
Main Course         5 %       40 %     30 %      25 %       - 
The evaluation of the students also revealed the impact of each of the academic skill individually. This, in turn, 
has shown the degree of priorities and strategies that each skill involved According to these evaluations; the reading 
skill was rated as the most crucial skill. The results indicated that primarily reading and speaking were ranked as the 
most important language skills in the faculty studies. 
O v e r a l l  v i e w  o n  s k i l l  b a s e d  t e a c h i n g  i n  E P S
3 ;  1 5 %
1 1 ;  5 5 %
6 ;  3 0 %
0 ;  0 %
S t r o n g l y  a g r e e
A g r e e
N e u t r a l
D i s a g r e e
S t r o n g l y  D i s a g r e e
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Figure 2. The importance of each academic skill individually 
The evaluation also revealed the sub-skill within each academic skill. As it can be seen from the figures below, 
the evaluations of the students presented the ranking of sub-skills within each individual academic skill. 
Figure 3. The reading skill and sub-skills. 
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Figure  4. Writing Skill and sub-skills. 
Figure 5. Speaking Skill and sub-skills.
Figure 6. Listening skill and sub-skills. 
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The whole evaluation of each academic skill and their sub-skills showed that the EPS programme does not fully 
fulfill and satisfy the students’ needs in their faculty studies. It could also be argued that the presentation of some of 
the sub-skills is not well established in the programme due to time constraints and the low level language ability of 
the students. In fact, trying to upgrade the students’ language proficiency level from elementary to a survival level 
with regard to academic language skills in the limited time of a one year intensive programme is challenging. The 
evaluation of the students with regard to the order of difficulty revealed an overview on the effectiveness of the 
skill-based language teaching. As can be seen from the overall evaluation, the academic skills are limited in their 
scope of achieving the expected and satisfactory level. Especially, some of the sub-skills do not go beyond a certain 
level. The presentation of the charts ranking the order of difficulty identified considerable findings. The sub-skills 
that the students rate as the most difficult were the ones that are concentrated in the second semester and squeezed 
into a more limited time in the programme. 
x Reading: Textbooks and research books and lecture notes 
x Writing: Report writing, taking lecture notes,  essay writing and composition 
x Speaking:  Presentations, pair work and group work and classroom discussions 
x Listening: Recorded text, classroom discussions and one to one discussions 
 For the last part of the questionnaire, only 3 students raised the issue that they have really struggled with the 
technical vocabulary in their faculty studies and it would have been beneficial to offer English for Specific Purpose 
(ESP) lessons in the EPS programme. 
4. Conclusion and Recommendation 
This evaluation practice has provided new insights for me both as an academic and as an internal evaluator. The 
involvement of the skill coordinators enables some learning and influence at the interpersonal level. The focus group 
interview led to influence at the following mechanisms; change agent and social norms such as, during the interview 
process the whole communication basis was how to make the skill-based approach more effective for the students’ 
faculty studies. The discussion includes: the number of hours for each skill and the content and the quality of the 
materials used in each skill. Furthermore, the discussion and the communication between the skill coordinators have 
triggered shared standards about what is appropriate or acceptable in a specific context at a particular time which are 
called ‘social norms’ by Henry et al, (2003).
This evaluation study has also achieved some of the key assumptions with regard to the skill-based language 
teaching. First and foremost is the impact of the quality of the skill-based approach. It needed proper staging and 
organization over a longer time period.  It is likely to be more beneficial to design the evaluation to involve the key 
people in every stage of the evaluation process from the design process to the action plan. However, as pointed out 
earlier, the involvement of the skill coordinators in the focus group interview has achieved a great deal in terms of 
participation and voice in the evaluation of the skill-based teaching approach in EPS.  Indeed, as this evaluation 
suggests, the EPS programme has undertaken a variety of efforts and inputs to improve the skill-based approach. 
Various actions presented and proposed in order to achieve better functioning of the skill-based teaching approach. 
Skill coordinators express a wide variety of opinions how best to improve quality of the EPS programme. In 
particular, issues related with the design of the syllabus: mainly contents and delivery, the quality of resources and 
materials, timing, the resources and environmental concerns.  
It is important to see the action ahead which requires experience in the evaluation field. This evaluation study has 
achieved some of the key assumptions with regard to the skill-based language teaching. First and foremost is the 
impact of the quality of the skill-based approach. However, I have also learned a good deal about the limits to 
evaluation design and what can and cannot be accomplished under limited time. This evaluation study was limited 
1 LECTURES 
2 CLASSROOM DISCUSSIONS 
3 PRESENTATION 
4 ONE TO ONE DISCUSSION 
5 RECORDED (TEXT) 
Figen Arkın / Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences 2 (2010) 3339–3350 3347
it’s a small scale (23 students) from the department of Computer Engineering. In the future a further evaluation will 
be in each faculty in every department by having a more representative population. 
I experienced challenges of the evaluation process, such as, the practice of the challenges of designing, 
approaching and practicing the evaluation process and experiencing the constraints and critical issues with regard to 
seeing my own skills and ability in conducting an evaluation. The time frame of the evaluation is also one of the 
affective factors on the quality of the evaluation process. With regard to the utility and generalizability of the 
information, a longitudinal case study could have been more advantageous enabling the researcher to follow the 
development and evolution of the programme over time, providing more in depth understanding (Bouffard et al,
2003).
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Appendix A 
Needs Assessment Questionnaire 
The aim of this survey is to investigate the first year students’ views on the quality of their study in the English 
Preparatory School. Your cooperation is essential so that the view of the first year students will be represented to improve 
the English Teaching Programme. Thank you in advance for returning this questionnaire. 
Department____________
1. My study in the English Preparatory School provided me with the academic skills in reading, writing, speaking and 
listening required for my studies in the faculty.  
                    Strongly Agree(1)      Agree(2)      Neutral(3)      Disagree(4)      Strongly Disagree(5) 
2. from your study in the English Preparatory School, how would you evaluate   performance of   each language skill
(reading, writing, speaking and listening) the way it is presented,     
       materials and usefulness? 
                   Excellent (1)       Very Good (2)      Good (3)         Satisfactory(4)             Poor (5) 
Reading_________
Writing_________
Main Course_________ 
Listening___________
Speaking___________
3. Please rank in order of importance the following skills in your department now.  (1-the most important, 5- the least 
important)
Reading______
Writing_______
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Main Course______ 
Listening______
Speaking_______
4.   Please state the difficulty of the following language skills with regard of your faculty
      studies. Then state the most difficult for you. (1- the most difficult, 5-the least                      
      difficult) 
Reading                                        order of difficulty
Textbooks                                      1     2     3     4     5 
Lecture handouts                          1     2     3     4     5 
Journals/articles                            1     2     3     4     5 
Summarizing paragraphs             1     2     3     4     5 
Research book                               1     2     3     4     5 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
Writing                                   order of difficulty
Report writing                             1    2     3     4     5 
Taking lecture notes                   1    2     3     4     5 
Compositions                               1    2     3     4     5 
Writing summary                       1    2     3     4      5  
Essay writing                               1    2     3     4      5  
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
Speaking                                 order of difficulty
Presentations                                1    2     3      4      5  
Classroom discussions                 1    2     3      4      5  
Seminars                                      1     2     3      4      5  
Conversation                                1    2     3      4      5 
Pair/group work                           1    2     3      4      5 
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Listening                                  order of difficulty
Lectures                                        1    2      3       4     5 
Classroom discussions                1     2      3      4     5 
 Presentation                               1     2      3      4     5 
 One to one discussion                1     2      3      4     5 
 Recorded (text)                           1     2     3      4      5 
If you have any other comments please specify. 
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
